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FOREWORD

This report was prepared for the Dothan City Board of Education by the
Human Resources ResearCh Organization (HumRRO) to describe work .done as a
part of the DOthan City Schools'"project "COmprehensive Services for Socio-.
Emotional Conflict," a three-year project which has as its fundamental objective
the reduction of undesirable effects of socio-eMotional Conflict suffered by
students. The overall project is being conducted under the direction of
Mr..'Wayne E..Bradshawi Assistant Superintendent, Dothan City Schools.
Principally, this report describes the effects of a special inservice training
program for elementary school teachers on selected classroom behaviors of
students. In addition, it -describes a method. of training lay observers, to
collect classroom behavioral data. An interim report based on data collected
in September 1971 and January 1972 was presented in a briefing for Mr: Bradshaw.
He was'..also briefed on the essential features,of the present, complete report
',Shortly after' the final "data collection.

/

."Comprehensive Services for Socio-Emotionaf'Conffict"- is a project which
provides services to students through' employment by the school system, of a
(1) Pupil-Personnel .ServiceS team (2) special in- service training for teachers,
and `(3) use of services 'of a variety of special consultants, The in-service ,

training is distributed over athree-year.peribd And involves different teachers
each year in a Manner intended to'maximiz6 its benefits to the students:through-
out the school syStem.' In-service training, including classroom management
workshops conducted by HumRRO, was funded through a combination of local, Title I,

-.Title III, and Title VI funds. r

-The work described in this report was performed by HumRRO Division Number 6,
Dothan, AlabaMa Dr. Wallace W. Prophet, Director. Dr. Paul W. Caro was the

Project Director. The project Staff included. Mr. H. Alton Boyd, Dr. Joanne
Dufilho, Mr. L. Ptiul Dufilho, Mrs. Kay Paulk, Mrs.. Ernestine Pridgen,
Mrs.:Juanita Spezia,- and Mr. William Mashburn._

The assistance and cooperation of Mr.. Sam PriceJones, Superintendent,
DotharCCify Schools; was essential to the planning and conduct of this
research.and-haS been greatly appreciated. In addition, the following .

--
people mere-ihstrumental in the day-by-day performance of this study.:.
the Media Genter staff,. the Pupil.Personnel staff, elementary school teachers
and principals, and the staff of the Superintendent's office.

".,

WALLACE W. PROPHET
Director



BACKGROUND

METHOD . .

DESIGN
TREATMENTS (Teachers)"
SUBJECTS (Students)
OBSERVATIONS

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

1

Observer Training
Data Collection Procedure

RESULTS

DATA FORMS SCORING
STUDENT SAMPLED
DATA ANALYSIS

DISCUSSION.

Tables

"lb
0

17
,

1 Number of Students Observed During First (September) g

Observation Session. a
9

2 Number ofStudents Observed During Both ObservationSessions. 9'

3 Numberrsof Students by Student Classification and-Teacher

Categbry. . , ... . , ...... . .. . ..'.. .. ..... 10

4 Mean Number of Inappropriate Behavior. Categories Observed
(First' observation Period) ........................ .11

5 Analysisof Variance Summary Table (Teacher X Student X
Observation) : ; -12'

6 Direction of Inappropriate Behavior Change by Teacher
Category (Contra'. Students) 13

7 Direction of Inappropriate Behavior Change by Teacher.
Category (Experimental Students) 14

8 Correlation of First and Third Observation PeriodSbores ,

by Student-Teacher Categories
t

15

.9 Direction of Inappropriate Behavior Change by Workshop :

Performance. Classification 16

Appendite.S

A Categories of Student Behavior for use of Dothan City School
ObserVers.

, A-1

.B Dothan City Schools (Pupil'Rating Form) B-1

Dothan City Schools (Room.Rating Form)
Exceptional Student Rating Forth' .13-3



TABLE OF CONTENTS
(continued)

Appendices (continued)

4-J

Page

- C Dothan City Schools (Observer Data Form) . . .. .. , . C-1

I) Table 1: Descr4tiVe Statistics for Student Sample with
First 'and. Third Observational', Data 1/4:

Table 2: Pcipulation-Of Experimental and Control Students
Observed during the First and; Third Sessions by

': School and'Grade.., . : . . / ... .... . p-2.

Tablet 3: Frequency of Students Obsepled by School,
z.- Observer, Grade Level, Experimental .Cbndition and

Observation .Period- D-3

r

ti

lv
0

1/4

0

A



THE OCCURRENCE OF INAPPROPRIATE CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR
AMONG ELEMENTARY SCHOOL STUDENTS

BACKGROUND

rnthe Dothan-City Schools' study, "Comprehensive Services for
Socio- Emotional ConfZin-," the effects of a special in- service teacher
training program an the performance and behavior of students are being
exaMined. The in- service program' is intended to help teachers better
deal with their Studentkwho sUffer,significan; socio-emotional
Conflict problems, In evaluating this program a numbef of indiceS are
BOing-uSed:o The presene,report deals with one of the principal measures
.of pr"ogram effectiveness,'

The teacher can be viewed as' an intervening meanscto the achievement
of ,thkultimate goal of the project, a beneficial effect on the students
concerned, Thus, it can.be said that the value o± the special teacher
training shOuld-bereSlected'in changes in the students. In keeping with
_a. growing trend in educationarresearch, the project has plactd-emphasis
Qn achieving observable changes in student behavior, particularly in
the classrOom. To ihiS'end, two series of-teacher workshops, aimed-;.-

-

principally at classroom .behavior change, were conducted during the
1971-72 school year'as part of the special in- service training program. ,

The study reported here deals with specific classroom behavioral
observation data gathered during the year. As stated, it was hoped .

that. the special in-service training. afforded selected elementary school
teachers in the DothanCity Schools during the 1971-72 school'year would
manifest itself through beneficial changed in the behavior of their
students, partiCularly those judged to be suffering fio% some significant
form or degree of socio-emotional conflict.

*
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METHOD

DESIGN

The study followed a.2 x2 x. 2 design with two treatment groups
(teachers), two subject groups (students),.and'observatiOns made at
two,different points in time '(observations):

, .

TreatMent groups 'consisted of two groups of elementary teachers;
those who received the special in- ,service training related to
emotional conflict.(N = -26), and a group of elementary teachers who did
not receive' such training (N = 59).. Subject groups were two groups of
elementary school students; students' whose behavior or self:-report during
the preceding school yoEircould_be. characterized as indicative of
significant socio-emotional conflict_ (N = 160),'and those whose behavior-
and self-report daring the preceding school year gave no evidence. of
socio-emotional-conflict (N = 99). 'Two.sets of observations;pre- and
,post - study, were gathered,:atthe beginning and end of the 1971-72 school
year,:respectively. These observations of the occurrence of inappropriate'
behavior were made in the classroom. by 22, observers specially trained

for this purpose, The observations provided the data for analysis to
.assess the effects of the special in-service teacher training- on student
classroom behavior. .

TREATMENTS (Teachers)

TWo groupS'of'elementary.schood teachers in the Dothan City Schools
cOmiarised the basic treatments-being.Compared, The overall project is
focused on the provision of special services to students with significant
socio - emotional conflict through a special pupil personnel staff and
through special in-service training for classroom teachers. In each ofthe
13 Dothan elementary schools two teachers, or "Building Representatives,"
were selected by school administrative personnel to receive the special
in-service training during the 1971-72 school year. These 26 Building
,RepresentativeS comprise one treatment group:- Fromthe remaining 165
elementary classroom teachers in the system, 59 were chosen on the basis
of several factors. These 59 teacherS constitute thesecond.treatment
variable and will be referred-to as the "Other TeacherS" group. They

were selected on .the basis of number of observers available for the study,
coverage across schools and grade levels, and presence of appropriate
subject students within their classrooms.

SUBJECTS (Students)
h

Two pools of students were identified. From tlese,'-the specific
students on whom behavioral observations were to be made were selected.
The Experimental Pool' consisted of those students whose previous behavior

1The term "Experimental" is used here simply to denote that group of
students of principal concern in the study, 1.e;, those students judged to be
Suffering socio-emotional conflict problems of a severity sufficient to cause
Inappropriate or undesirable classroom behavior.of an unusual degree or kind.
Such behavior would likely interfere with thelearning or general adjustment of
that student or of his peers. There were no "experimental""manipulations of
-these students in the mare general usage of the term.

2
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Tkave some indication of signif'cant socio-emotional confliet. The

Controls were those with apparen, absence of such conflict.
tlperationally, Experimental students s were selected on the basiS:of
clata from (1) an Exceptional Studeit Rating Form and/or (2..} the, -

Popham Self Appraisal Inventory (a ensure of self-concept) 'Roth

of these instruments were completed .t the close of the preceding
school year, the first by the pedi year's teacher, and the \., ,

'second by\the student himself. A spec men of the Exceptional Student'
Rating by HumRRO fOr thi project, is shown ib Appendix

B. Theelection procedure wasdesigne tO identifythose students
exhibiting the highest degree ofconflic -related behavioralexception-
ality (as judged by the preceding year' S teacher) and those exhibiting

\ the-weakest self-concepts (as indicated student self-report on the

\Popham).
\ '

.\\
,

;

Specific criteria.fOr-Selection of Ex erimentals were as follows:
\

,

) (Grades 1 - 6) Received an Excep ional Student Rating of
skin 'one or more, behavior categories..

. .. ;

,
.

.

(2)-: (Grades 1 - 3) Popham total score equal to or less than 12:
,

.

(3) (Grade .s 4-- 6) JPopham total scores equal to or less than.35.
. -4,

Students selectedifor.the Control Pool w e also selected on the

basis o Exceptional Student Rating Form and.p phamscores. In addition,

a HumRRO prepared semantic differential Pupil I.ating Form (see Appendix B),.

also completed by the previous year's teacher, was used in selecting Control
Control Pool studentsiwere-required to meet all of the following criteria:

(1) (Grades 1 13) Popham total scores e ual.tp or greater

than 25.

/-,
(2') EGrades 4 - 6) Popham total scores eqdal to or greater/

Than-50. ,

. _
(3) The sum of "6" and "71' position rating's on the Pupil Rating

Form must. be "0". (i.e., the student Must have received no .76" or "7"

ratings).

(4) Must have received no nominations on the Exceptional Student
Rating Forim,

.1
It was required that any student selected for either the Experimen a

or Control. Pool,have complete records on the Popham, ttheStudent Rating'

Form, and the Exceptional Student!Ratirig Form. Students' who.otherWise met

the selection criteria but were (1) repeaters, (2) being taught 1;&' 9e-. same

13

1.These instruments -(Saf Appraisal Inventory) are available from
the Instructional Objectives Exchange, Box 24095, Los Ange/les,/California,

':90024.

3.
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teacher who had taught theM the preceding year, or who (3) were then
or would be students in a special education clas's--were excluded from
selection.in either pool, First-grade students had no Popham, ExCeptional
Student Rating Form, or Pupil Rating Form scores since they were not in

. school the previcius year, However,,since it was desired to gather some

behavioral data on first graders, a number were selected randomly.

The followingoinformation was submitted by teachers forevery class-
rpomiin all 13 elementary schools and was used for scheduling, data

collection:

(1) Student seating charts.

(2), The teacher's plan for organization of her day's work, i.e., when
she usually scheduled reading and other Subject matter, especially any
scheduling Of part-class activities such as reading groups.

(3) ,Schedules for recess, lunch, and phOical education, as well as
for any other special activities such as music or art--in general, any
changes in classroom 'routine when students would not be 'expected to be in

-their assigned seats.

Other infOrmation used in scheduling data collection at each school.
included. (1) enrollment by grade, (2) room assignment of teacher aides,
(3),names of Building Representatives in the Pupil Personnel Program for\the

preceding and current years, and (4) names of those teachers in their
first year. of teaching.

The identification of studerts for the ExpeTimental and Control Pools
and the ultimate seleCtion of specific students td be observed were
performed by ilumRRO personnel. .Identities of the specific students
observed were not known to the Dothan City'Schools administrative personn I
nor to the classroom teachers in whose rooms the observations were made.
While the observers had to know which children were to be observed, they
did not know which were Experimentals or Controls,

OBSERVATIONS

Observer Training. Twenty-eight women were initially selected by
Dothan City Schools personnel for observer training in a HumRROcendUcted;
workshop, but cnly 24 underwent training. Of these, 22 were selected forH
the actual data collection,.

On September 20, 1971, the initial, training session of a'five-day
workshop. on the observation and recording of classroom behavior was held
at Girard Avenue Elementary School. HumRR(D personnel responsible for the;
workshop explained the purposes'of the overall project and training progr4M.
Attendees were told that their training was intended to prepare them to
Aserve and record, accurately and reliably, certain behaviors of selecteA
pupils, These behaviors are described in Appendix A.

I

I

After-the initial meeting, the trainee group was divided into workshop
sections of 12 trainees each-. Materials used in.training included

4.
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(1) handouts describing Categories of student behavior to be observed,
(2) data record form, .(3) stopwatches, (4) clipboards, -(S) pencils, and
'(6).-prattice data collection schedules. A total'eOf 30 hours of training
was administered over the five days. Twenty of the.30 hours' training
were conducted at Girard Avenue Elementary Sch8o1-, and trainees spent the
other ten hours in practice observation and data collection inthe. schools
to which they had been assigned to collect the actual- ,data.

*During the remainder of the first workshop day the various categories
of student behailior were explained, demonstrated, and discussed, The

necessity foi' objective observation and recording was stfessed. Initial
practice sessions of observing and recording "student behavior " '(with.
,HumRRO personnel acting as Pstudents") revealed considerable variation in
trainees' practice data. DiScussion of this variance increased trainees'
appreciation of their own attending behaviv, physical points of-view,
(e.g., sitting where the S students could be most efficiently obseved),
familiarity.with categoriTs of student behaviors, etc. Subsequent practice
sessions- reduced data variance.

Thef,n9cessity for observer confidentiality regarding the data
collection' process was explained in termS\of avoiding bias related to
probable changes in student and teacher behavior as.a function.of knowing
which students:had been selected for observation. The importance,df
avoiding observer bias through t'he objective_ And unemotional' collection of
data was also discussed. The latter point was pertinent due to the
personal acquaintance'of some of the observer trainees with students and '
teachers in the classrooms to which they were afssi ned for data collection.
Trainees were instructed on how to assumeminimally loticeable roles in the,
,classroom and how to minimize social interaction with students arktteanchers

.

during data collection:.

The second and third training days each consisted of six hours'
practice observation and data recording in regular classrt4s, at Girard
AVenue Elementary School followed by two hours' instructors critique of the
day's practice activities.

Practice observation and data collection on the fourth and fifth

training days took, place in the schpOls to which the observers we
assigned for collection of actual data during the following week. The purpose
of these practice sessions was to give observers the opportunity to identify
those-students whom they were to,observe subsequently and to-allow the
students. o Adjust to the obSerVer's presence in the classroom. A final,

two-hour critique of'the practice data ended the training program.
-

Two of the 24 trainees consistently failed to demonstrAte that they
could collect practice data properly and were dropped from the observer
pool.

The remaining 22 observers were assigned to schools by Dothan City
Schools persbnnel primarilyoon the basis of theirb knowing and being known .

by the fewest students and teachers at those schools:

5.



Data Collection Procedure. It was" intended that two observers would
colbect data in eight, classrooms at each of the 13 elementary schools Of

these eight classrooms, two would be classrooms-of thecurrent.Building
'Representatives (scheduled for the special,in-service training) and one
theclassroom ofthe 'previous year's Ipuilding 'Representative.1 The other
five were to be chosen targely.onxthe basis.of.the intention that at least
one class at each.grade level in each school wouldbe scheduled for ..

observation. However, in each of Our of the schools only one.observer
was assigned, Since it was felt that each observer could gather data on
only four classes, it was not possible.to observe in each of. the six grades

0
at those schools. At one school no first-grade classes were included'
because the class.rosters and schedules'were not received ,in time

Five students and an aLternate were selected for observation in each of

the qlassrooms in which observatiwis were to betmade. As many Experimentals
as possible were utilized so as tlt maximize the number o_f conflict students
Observed. To the extent that theremere fewer than fiVe Experimentals in a
given classroom, Controls were utilized, and in the event there were not
enough students.'from-either poor in4a.classroom, names were chosen randomly'
from among the other students in that classroom., 'These students will' be
referred to asif"Unclassified:" On each Data Record Form, the name of a
sixth stud nt, or alternate, was added, in the event one of the five
intenM+ f T observaliOn.was unavailable on the first observation day.
If the alt rnate was substituted for this reason, he Was also observed on
subsequent! occasions in lieu of the originally specified student. A sample
Data Record' is shown in Appendix C...

The study design called for each of'26obser'versto be assigned five
students in each of-four"classrboms foi a t4a1 of 520 students on whom data
would be collected:-' The availability of only 22 t"rained'observers and.the
distribution of students elected .for.the two-pools reduced the number of
.students to be observed to 440. Due-to the relatively few students `' ..°

id6ntified by the selection procedure for the Experimental and Control PooL,s
at Montana Street, Lake Street, Highlands, and East Highland School's, only
one observer was assigned to each of these locations. Two ofthese observers

.

(#15- and'#'24).were each assigned 1S'sfudent's in three classrooms. A complete
listing of number of students observed by'obserVer, school, and grade is
shown in Table 3-of Appendix D. NN

Two sets of observational data are analyzed in this report.' The first
was collected in September .1971, three weeks after the beginning of the
school year, and the second in htay 1972, three weeks prior to the end of the

. same schoOl year. An Intermediate Set of data was collected in January 1972
for an ineri- assessment, but is not reported here Its purpose was to
help maintain observer skills and toprovide guidance to inhe in-service

-:.training program.

'During the 1971-72-school year each of the 13 elementary schools had-
two "building representaLves,' i:.e., teachers participating-in the special
in-service program: During ttre'1970-71 school year there was only one
Building Representativefrom each school. Also, the 1970-71 in-service
program differed somewhat from that of the 1971-72 School year.

6.-



Each observer collected data on the same students on all three
occasions, As described in the Results section, however, some data
were lost, due to various kinds of schedule interference or absence of
students or observers., 'Final polt-study data May 1972) were not
collected on a number of students due to rulings made by the principals
at two schools and failure of observers to show up to collect data-

Data were collected on five consecutive days-during each of the three
data collection periods"(SePtember, Japuary, May). Six samples of student
behavior per class period were recorded; resUlting,in a total of 30 possible
bbservations per student for each of the five:.day data collection periods.

Data were\collected in the f llowing.manner. Observers entered their
assigned classrooms at the begin ing of the regular periods. The first 20
minutes were spent in an accommp ation phase during which it was intended
that the students, teacher, and Obsenier would get accustomed to each other.
The observer:also used this time to locate the students to be observed.
About 30. minutes were then spent in observing the five S students; one after
the other, in a series of six obgervational sequences. Approximately one
minute was spent on eachoobservation, as'follows.. The observer visually
identified the appropriate student', started thesfopwatch,.and closely

`watched the student's behavior for a.timed 45 seconds. The observer then
immediately recorded the occurrence or non-occurrence of each of the
nine behavior categories listed by that student's name on the DrAta Record
Form, a process which usually took about 15 seconds. After recording the data,
the observer looked up, identified the next student to be observed, and began
the. cycle over again'. Aft\er all five assigned °students had been-Observed
once, the, observer repeated the sequence of observations five more times.
In this manner each student was observed for 45 seconds on each of six
pcalsions at 'five- minute intervals during one class period per day for five
consecutive days:

.44

4

I.Eiight of the categories were, types of inappropAate behavior;
the ninth category was "appropriate."

7.



RESULTS -
6-

DATA 'FORMS SCORING

Separate scores were deriv6d.for each student forthe observational 7

datalcollected'Auting the first (September) and third,(May). data collection
sessions,. These scores were a function Of.the totarnumber-of inappropriate

behavior categories i stud'ent was observed to ex bit and the number of times

he was observed. The maximum number of observay on periods possible on a
given student was six.pet'day, or a total of30/ ithin the five-day observation

sessign. However', due to absenteeism and clay rodm interruptions, nof all
students were observed the maximum number of tiimes.

- A single score -was obtained by summing ie inappropriate behavior .tally

marks on the Observer Data Form for a...givep SesSion and dividing by the total

--number of observation periods for which there 1veredata.. A tally mark

represented the 'occurrence of a category or type of inappropriatebehavior
and pot the frequency with which it occurred.' 'Therefore,- the qbotient.froM

the above division is tWmean number of inaippropriate behavior categdries a

given student exhibited during an.obseryation7session. These derived scores

were used in the statistical calculations reported in this ection.-

STUDENT SAMPLE

As previously stated, the observation sessions were' sche\auled to] .-.." .

Obtain behavioral data.on,a target population of 440 element y school

7.s1..

students. For this target population, data for 433 students were obtained

during the first (September) observation session. This repre ented99 per: cent

of the planned data matrix (N = 440). Table 1 outlines the diStrilgution of

,these students by.both student classification (Experimental, C ntrol, First

-c,raders, and UncLassified) and teacher category"(Building Re es'entatives and

Other Teachers).

'Dat,p.. for 314 students were gathered in the- third final observation
,

. ..-

session in flay 1972. The remaining 119 students, representing 27 per.cent of .he

433 initially observed, wer not observes1 for.-one of the following reasons. . .

[

''.,,,o' ,

absence of observer; studen mOvez'ytransfer:' or absence; or administrative

ruling by the principal-of he scheOl. of the 314 with both pre- and posf-
observati:Ons, principal int reist,,of cours4, centeled dn the 16,0 Experimental

students and the 99 ControY students in.this number.- Therefore, the major
.-

analyses reported here and conclusions therefr. !. are based on these 259

students. Thus, the analyses are basecion alt. ,..it. 59 per cent .of the original

'Reference to the.Observer Data Form in Appendix'C shows that there

were eight differen.tcategories'of inappropriate behavior that could be

reported. Thus, the maximum number of tallies that could be recorded tor

a single 45-second observation period was eight, regardless of the ntimbere,

: of times any-one bf the behaviors occurred during the45 seconds.



*.

t.t.rget population .-.)f 440.. students.1 The distribution of these students and
of the 55 First Grade and Unclassified. gtudents is outlined in Table 2.

4 ,0

;e

g.,Table 2

NUMBER' OF STUDENTS-OBSERVED
DURING FIRST (SEPTEMBER) OBSERVATION SESSION.

_

Students
Building

.Representatives

Teacherg

Other
Teachers

.

Totals

Experimental 7.3 148 221

O .

-.

-Control 39 90' -129

First- Gtaders 0 ' 65 65

Unclassified 0

8 10 18

. _ ..

Totals
.. 120 313 433,

Table 2

NUMBER.OR,STUDENTS OBSERVED
DURING BOTH OBSERVATION SESSIONS

Student
, .

Experimental

Control

First Graders,

Unclassified

Teachers

Building Other
Representatives Teachers

51

30

0

6

109.

41.

Totals

14

Totals 87 227 314

1Comparis.on of first observation data of the 314 -students.-on whom both
first ,arid third observation' data were gathered with those of the 119 students.

on whom only first observations were made/reveals no significant differences.
Thus, the Experimental and Control groulanalyzed here can be viewed as

representative samples of the two popul/ations from which they were drawn.'

14
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The group of 31.1 students with both pre- and post -study observations
o

Wd$ Comprised of 31 per cent Experimental students, 32 per cent Control
students, 4 per cunt First Grade and.4.3.per cent ljnclasSified. About 28 per
cent ofhe 314 student:, were in,the classrooms of Building Representatives,
whit.. the other 72 per cent were in the classrooms of Other Teachers

non - Building Representatives).

Included in Appendix--D are Tables that present a more detailed
breakdown of the observed population by observer, school, grade and, teacher.

DATA ANATAS1S

Experimental, and Control students with complete data were of primary
importance to this study. First Graders and Unclassifieds were of only

secondary interest and are not 'discussed here.

Th'e nature of the overall project design resulted in there being
approximately. twice as many Other,Teachetrs as Building Representatives in
the study; Because of the wide variety of uncontrollable factors that
influenecr thp:humber of students on whom both first and-third observation's
.could be gathered, a Chi-Square analysis was performed to,-see inrhetherothe
distribution of Experimental and Control students over the two teacher
categories, differed significantly. The frequencies involved are shown in
Table 3. As can be seen, the Chi'--Square value shows that the distribution
of students does not differ significantly as,a function of teacher category.
Stated differ'ently,--theratio of the number of ExperiMent'als to the number
of Contibls was about the same for Building Representatives.and:Other Teachers.

Table 3

NUMBER OF STUDENTS BY STUDENT
- 'CLASSIFICATION AND TEACHER CATEGORY

Students
--------

Experimentals

Controls
.

Teachers

-

Totals
Building Other

kepresentaiives \.Teachers

* -51 ',.30

109 69

81.

178

Totals - 160 99 259

0.07

p ,,80

10.
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The next point of concern was whether or not the criteria used to

, assign students to. the Experimental br Controf-groups were meaningful.
It would be expected that Experimentals would exhibit a higher frequency
of inappropriate behavior, than would Controls.- Table 4 shows means for
Experimentals. and Control.s_by teach -er category for the first pbserVation

.period. As can be .seeri, the :treqpencjfr of inappropriate behaviowas greater
for_the Experimentals: The difference bktween means for all Experimental and
a.lr Contrbls is statistically significant (t = 2,69; p <,01). Experimental- '

Control differences are very near the 5 per cent level for the separate teacher
groups (t = 1.99.for Building Representatives.and t = 1.92 forOther Teachers). .

Thus, the selection criteria would appear ,t(1).0 valid and some faith can be

placed in the observational data as being reflective'of the presence or ,

absence of conflict problems. (See Appendix D for further descriptive
'-tat'istic,s on these groups.)

Table 4

:MEAN,NVABiRic INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR
CATE ORIES OBSERVED

(First Observation Period)

#

Students

Teachers

Totals
Bui ding Other

Re res ntatives Teachers

Experimentals

Controls ,

-

1 20 1.11

0 93 0.96

1.14

0.95

Totals 2.1.13 2.07

-......_

2:09

A

Comparisons were made (t tests) to determine if the behavior of
Building Representative Experimental students, differed initially from
Other Teacher Experimentaf students and,-fikewise,.if Building Representative
CoWtrols differed initially from Other Teacher ContrOls'. Neither difference

was significant. Thus, the method of selecting students,to be observed fax
the two teacher groups pioduced equated student-groups for the two teacher
categories.

Analyses were performed to compare the data obtained during the first
observational session with "the data,obWned during the. third observational
session to determine if any change in frequency of inappropriate behavior
had occu..cred.fora given group of'students. The principal such analysis was
a three-Way analy-ss of variance.involvinghe following classifications:,

A. Teacher Cate-ger),

lc Building Representatives .

2. Other Teachers ,

11.



B, Student Category

1, Experimentals

Controls

C. Observation Period

First Observation (September 19

2,1 :1'hirdObservErtion (May 1972),

. Table 5 setS forth

1

the. Analysis of Variance

Table 5

ata,

o

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
(Teacher X Student

-SOURCE

SUMMARY ,TABLE

X Observation)

,

ms

\

A (Teacher Category) 1 .29 .29

,

B (Suaent Category) d- 6.77 6,77

C (0 servation) 1 1.77

AB 1 5.08 5,08

AC 1 1.13 1.13

e

BC
.

1. .26 / .26

ABC 1 69

w Cells 517 1450. .35

TOTAL 524

The.F ratio. of greatest concern hereiis: that testing the AB interacii

This F (F 14.51; df ..1,517) is significant at the '.001 level. orlitis,. tI

:are significant interactions.between Teacher ategory (A) and Student Cate ory
(B) in the effeas observed in student inappropriate behavibr, 'There. is
significant reddction in inappropriate behavior among the .Control student `:for

bbthBuildingRepresentatiVes and Other Teacher groups :HoWevei, for the.
Experimental students tbereyas- a significant.reducfioA'bnly for.the'Butlding
Representative group.. There yas no change in inappropriate behavior between

' first and third observations. for the Experimental students of the'Other.Teacher

group. TheTeacher Category factor does produce significant behavior differences

12.
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among Experimental students, but it makes no difference with reference
to the behavior of Control students.'

Another way of viewing the. effects bf the Teacher and Student Category
variables was to classify students in-01(1) those who exhibited a reduction
in the number of inappropriate behavior 'Fategoiles noted from.the,first to
the third observatiop periods and (2).thOse who exhibited an increase.
Tables 6 and 7 present these data for Experimental and Control students
respectively.

Table'B

DIRECTION OF INAPPROPRIATE-BEHAVIOR
CHANGE BY TEACHER CATEGORY

(Control Students)

Teacher.
Category

Change in Inappropriate Behayior

TotalsIncrease Decrease

Building
Representative

..

Other
Teachers

TOTALS

11

.

.

26.

19 A.:

.

43

30

69

37 62. . 99

=,001
Not significant

ri

,

1It should be noted that there was a significant decrease in
inappropriate behavior of Control students for both Teather Category
groups, Also,. differences in Experimentals and Controls were s-ignificant
across teacher groups-and observation periods.

13
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Tab?,

DPRECTION OF INA PROPRIATE BEHAVIOR
CHANGE BY TEACHER CATEGORY'

(Experime tal Students)

Teacher
Category

. ,

Change in I approiriate Behavior ,

TotalsIncre.se DecreaSe

Building
Representative

Other
.Teachers

TOTALS

5

55

36

, -54

51

109

70 90 160

x2 = 6,25
p <.02

. As can be seen fore Square values%for Table 6, there was.no
:difference in the relative probability of a decreaSe (or increase). in
inappropriate behavi r foi Control students foi the two teaohercategories.
For the Building Re resentat±ves, 19 (63 per cent) of their 30 Control
students showed a ecrease in inappropriate behavior from-_first to third
'observation perio For the Other Teachers,,43 of 69 (62 per cent) of the
Controls showed a reduction.

'In marked c ntfast, though, there was a significant difference in the
probability of ecrease (or increase) in',inappropriate behavior for
Experimental,s udents of the two teacher groups. Some 71 per cent.of the
Experimentll sj udents of the Building Representative.g'roup,showed a reduction
in inappropri'te behaviors, While only 50 per cent of the Experimental students'
of the Other eacher group showed a reduction. The Chi Square for Table 7
Shows this ifference over teacher'groups to be significant:

,

These two ChiSquare analyses reflect the same pattern as shown in the
significa AB interaction in the'analysis of variance. The Jeacher Category
Variable and presumably .the in-Service training on which it is based) is .

'related V/o reduction in inappropriate behavior for Experimental students, but
not to teat fOr Control -students.

The preceding analyses deal with the factor of main concern in the study,
the effects of special teacher training on behavior of emotional conflict
children. However, the following ,analyses are also of interest. The pattern
of correlation between first and third observation period scores is consistent
for the three student - teacher grdupings in which there werg Signifi.cant reductions
in inappropriate behavior. Correlations were low for Control students of both
teacher groups and for Experimental -students of the Building.Rep'resentatives.

o

14:
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In contrast, the Experimental students of the Other-Teacher group. exhibited
fairly high correlation between first and third observation8. These
correlations are shpwn in Table' 8..

Table 8

CORRELATION OF FIRST AND.THIRD OBSERVATION PERIOD
SCORES BY STUDENT-TEACHER CATEGORIES

Students
Building

Representatives

Teachers

Other
Teachers

Experimentals .38b/ r: = .68b/

ControlS r :38a/ r =. .34b/.

2/ Significant 'at .OS leVel.

b/ Significant at .01 level

The three relatively low, correlations suggest that7teacher behavior
operates selectively in changing the behavior of the students for the three
groupings concerned. That is, where there are reductions in inappropriate
behavior within a group, the reductions are not the same for all group
members. As a consequence, the relative position of a given student within
-a group (in terms of amount of inappropriate behavior) changes with the
resultant low correlation. On the other hand, for thegroup 'that showed no
change over time in amount of inappropriate behavior, the group members .

,tended to maintain theix Same relative' osition-within the grOup. N.

In an attempt to understand better le effects of'various aspects of the
teacher trainingT an analysis of the relationship. between teacher performance
in the Contingency Management Workshop' conducted by HumRRO personnel and the
student behavior data was inade.\ One of the HumARO research staff, who had been
involved in the Contingency Management Worksh,op instruction, was asked to rank
the teachers who' articipated in the workshop dn terms ofthe probability that
they could and would apply effectively in their classrooms the contingency
management principles taught in the' workshop,: The Building Representative group
was then dichotomized into a High half (those most likely to apply the
principles effectively) and a Low hal.f.(those least likely:to apply the
principles effectively). The SI Experimental students were then sorted for
direction of inappropriate behavior change (,ilp., decrease or-:increase from
first to third observation period) on this basis, Table 9 shewS these data.

'Only the Buildinl Representatives participated in this workshop.

7, 15.
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Table 9

DIRECTION OF INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR'
CHANGE BY WORKSHOP PERFORMANCE CLASSIFICATION

V,
Teacher Workshop

Performance .

Change in Inappropriate Behavior

TotalsIncrease Decrease'

o

High_

Low

Total's

, 3

. 11,

14

21

16.

37

24

27

51

X2 = 5.09.

p .05

As'can be seen, there was a substantial and significant relatiOnship

between teacher performance in the Contingency Management Workshop (as

rated by the HumRRO researcher) and.bhe likelihood of decrease or. increase
in inappropriate behavior by Experimental students. 'For the teachers

rated 'High, 21 of their 24 Experimental students (88 percent) showed a

reduction in inappropriate behavior, while for those rated Low, 'only 16 of

27 (59 per cent) showed a r'edu.ction. Thus, itis reasonable to'consider the
contingency management in-service training program to-be a significant
factor in effecting beneficial change in student behavior..

16.
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DISCUSSION

The major concern of the.Overall project of which this study was a'
part is the amelioration of adjustmental'and behavior problems of
elementary school children judged to be suffering significant socio-
emotional conflict. The means of achieving such benefit was to be through
the efforts of'classroom teachers who were' given' in- service training
relevant to the handling of students with conflict problems.

It is obvious that the manifestations of emotional conflict in students
are complex and-multi-faceted. The present study deals with certain specific
classtoom,behavArs of such students, behaviors judged inappropriate for the
classroom circumstances prevailing. .Thebehavioral data gathered in this
study. are nbt represented to bell complete picture of ;the classroom behavior
of these students, nor are they necessarily representative of the children's
behavior in other situations. While it is quite reasonable to hypothesize a
strong relationship between the exhibition of inappropriate behavior in the
classroom and the likelihood of its occurrence in,other situations,
conclusions'here must be confined to classroom behavior.

The data presented in this reporrare-suppOrtive of the thesis that
F those teachers.who participated in the special in-service training, including

the workshops on classroom management, managed their students in-ways that::'-:
resulted in a significant decrease in the occurrence of inappropriate class:c
room behavior by students who had previously been judged as exhiitin
behavior indicative of Significant socio-elmotional conflict problems. In
contrast, the conflict students of those teachers who did not receive the-
sPecial training showed no change over the.:year in their tendency to exhibit
behavior inappropriateto the.classroom.- Thusl it is reasonable to conclude
that the'two groups olf teachers did produce differential effects on their
students' behavior and that those effects are consonant with the hypothesis
that the special in- 'service training Would be beneficial.

These data suggest; too, that the child with a significant emotional
conflict:problem requires different techniques for handling and teaching- -
in short, a different method of classroom management- -than does the child j
'not,suffering elibtional conflict problems. The data show that the 'non -
conflict children'of both groups of teachers exhibited a significant
reduction in the occurrence of inappropriate classroom behavior over the
course of the school year. It would appear that the clasSroom management
techniques of the typical teacher in the system7are adequate for managing
the occurrence of inappropriate,behaviors on the part of these non- conflict'
children (who constitute a majority of.studentsl. Stated differently, ,

:those teachers who did not receive the special training were apparently
able to handle the behavior'of this group of children as well as those
who received the special:training. Of course, the training was targeted
toward, the problems of managing the children with emotional conflict.
difficulties, and, asnoted, there wasa. diffeeential effect with such
children. The techniqUes of those teachers not receiving the special
training apparent1)4 produced no change in the occurrence of inapprop"riate
behavior on the part of conflict children. Thus, it would appear that
special training is required to handle such children effectively, and that

'17,



regular teacher techniques tend to produce ne change in'the behaViorl

of such children. o

It is worth noting, in addition, that the techniques used in this
study--the method of identifying.children with conflict problems, the
method of observing and recording specific classroom behaviors (using lay
personnel), and the classroom.management techniques taught the teachers--
seem to offer an excellent means of studying complex beha7ioral and

personality problems throUgh the use of relatively objective procedures.
They facilitate the examination of the effects of teacher training and
teacher behavior on student behavior and performance without the 4ecessity
of reliance on highly subjective assessments of the benefits gained from
alternative. educational practices, Such techniques are a pecessary part

of any study of educational accountability.

In summary, it may'be concluded that.theresults are supportive of:
(I) the nerforIpeCialAteacher training i4 classroom management techniques
to meet qd,,,needSofhildren-Suffering socio-emotional conflict, and
(2) the tlf6sis thAl:trespecial. in-service traiK4ng program

7, ,

teachers tA,thiS'stlidyJesultedih their betterzleing able 4),,ffianage their

studentslhb_sy,ferSoCio-embtional conflictpr.Ofile,

.

'1The term !!behavior" is used here with reference to the specific;
classroom behaviors or types of behavior studied. It of course*

- quite likelr that there were other behavior changese.g., specifically4

the learning of school subject matter.
. ;

,
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APPENDIX A

CATEGORIES OF STUDENT BEHAVIOR FOR USE.OF
DOTHAN CITY SCHOOLS OBSERVERS

a
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CAT1 OF STUDENVBEHAVIOR FOR USE OF
A / DOTHAN CITY_SCHOOLS OBSERVERS'.

Gross Motor" Getting' out
s-kipping; .jumpin walking-aro
without noise, striking at (bu

flseat, standing up, running, hopping,
d, MOVing'chairs, disruptive movement
not touching) others, etc.

/ Object N sse. Tapping encil or other objeOts,,clapping, tapping
/ feet, rattling or tearing p per,ithrowing bookion desk, slamming desk. '

(Be conserV tive, rate onl if-you can hear,the noise witWeyes closed.
Do not Inc ude accidental ckopp'ing of objects.) -

p;

Dis urbane' of Oth r s.Property."GrablAng objects orwork,-knocking,
neighbo 's-bo er it.ems.off desk, destroying another's property,
Tushi wit desk (ra e.only if Someoneis.,thgre), throwing objects at
anot er pe son.witho t hitting them. (Do not include accidental
dis urbance of othe s/propertt.)

_

./:

ontact. Hitting, kicking, shoving, pinchingslapping, .striking
vith object, -air

object, biting
/Contact is ra

O

wing objAt which hits another persons poking with
pulling/hair, touching, patting, etc., (any. physical

ed.)

Verbal zation,; Carrying on conversations with other children.
when inappppriate. Answering te cher without raising hand or without
being ca9ed on making' comments r calling out remarks when no questions

,, have been asked; calling teacher'l name:to get her attention; crying,
screamirfig, singing, whistling, la ghing, coughing,-or blowing loudly.
(Thes responses may be directecftto teaohr or-children or they may be
undi eote8.)

TUrning Around. Inappropdately turning head or head and body to
1,6ok at another person, showing objects to another child; attending to

/
/6nother child. (Must be,of 4- duration, or more than 90 degrees-
1.1Sing, desk as a reference. No rated,unless seated;)

.Mouthing Objects. Bringing thumb, fingers,, pencils, or any object

. into contact with the mouth.'

pthAr Inappropriate .BeTavior. Ignoring teacher's question or

.CoMmand. Doing-something-, fferent from that, directed-to do, including
minor motor behavior such s playing with pencil'or eraser when supposed
to be writing, coloring w le a-record doing spelling during the
arithmetic lesson, play 6 with objects. The -child involves himself in
a task that is not app o riate.

! .

Appropriate Beh(2vs r. Time 'on task, e.g., answering questiOns,
listening, raising!han , working on Assignments. (Must include whole
observation inteiVal cept for Turning Around responses of lesS- than
4-sec, durati9n.)

;1These categ
A Coding Categories
Elements of Elem
Beaker, and Don
/Journal of Appi

F

o ies of'student behavior were adapted from "Behavioral'.
/for Children" in the article "Rules, Praise, and Ignoring:,
tary ClassrooM Control," by Charles H. Madsen, J'., Wesley,C.
Thomas, (Florida State University and University Of Illinois),

ed Behavior Analysis, 1968, I, 139-150.
.
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APPENDIX 13'

DOTHAN CITY SCHOOLS
Pupil Rating Form

DOTHAN CITY SCHOOLS
Room Rating Form

Exceptional Student Rating Form

A
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DOTHAN CITY SCHOOLS
Pupil Rating Form

INSTRUCTIONS TO RATING TEACHER

This rating form consists of pairs of generally' ; favorable and generally

unfavorable words- -one of
-
each per,Tair. Each pair 'defines the limits of a

continuum o'rcale describing some aspett of behavior, personality, or.-

adjustment. Every pupil can be"described in terms of his Placement at some point

on each conpinuum-or'sdale. Your task is to circle -a number frOm "1" to "7"

' to :describe each of your pupils on each, of the scalds listed. Cirtling the

number "1" indicates that, in your.Opinidn, the pupil is best described by

the more favorable of the two words, i.e., the word on the left. Circling the

number "7" 'indicates he is bet described by the less favorable word. You may

circle any 'number "2" through "6!' to indicate that he is somewhere between the

two extremes. The numbers "2" and "iii are favorable, while."5" and "6" are

unfavorable, and "4" is abodt midway between the two extremes, Please be sure,

howevr,.to look at both words defining,a scale before making your'judgment.

Most pupils Will probably fall toward the more favorable end of the scales.

ExaMples of'the scales are shown below. Please complete one answer sheet

(all scales) for each-pupil currently enrolled in your class. Mark only one

number on each scale.

'agreeable f 1'

happy

EXAMPLE

4

4

B-1

4

disagreeable

sad



DOTHAN CITY SCHOOLS
Pupil Rating FOrm

Pupil

Teacher

School

Grade

agreeable
a

1 2 5 6 disagreeable

happy '3. 4 sad,

friendly 1 2 3 5 6 7 ' hostile.

sociable 1 2 3 4 withdrawing

cooperative 1 2 3 4 6 antagonistic

secure 1 2, .3 4 5 6 7 anxious
,

industrious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lazy

self-confident 1 2 .3 4. :,5 6 7 timid

trustworthy 1 '2 3' .6 7 deceitful

easy=going 2 3. 5 6 7 quarrelsome

attentive' 1 2 3 4 5 6. 7 inattentive

adaptable 1 2 3 A 5 6 7 non-conforming

energetic .. 2 3 4 6. 7 listless

ever-tempered 1 2 3 4 5 6 .7 -. bad-tempered

cheerful 1 2 3 . 4 5 - 6 7 depressed

obedient 1 2 3 4 5 6 7, defiant
, .

courteous 1 2 :3 4 5 . 6 ;,--s 7, disrespectful

cautious. 1 2 3 4. 5 6. 7 impulsive

flexible 1 2 3 4 _ 5 6 -7 compulsive .

mature 1 2 3 4 6 0. 7 infantile

calm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7. restless

compassionate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 malicious

tractable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stubborn
.

o
modest 1 '2 3 4 5 6 7 arrogant

2 8 B-2



DOTHAN.CITY SCHOOLS
Room Rating Form

,Exceptional Student Rating Form

School o
.,Grade

Rating, Teacher Date

),

INSTRUCTIONS: Read each paragraph beloW and indicate b y name any pupil
or pupils in your room this school year who tend to act in,,the manner described:
No pupil will act as illustratep4in .-all respects, but there may b'e one or more
in your room who generally act in the manner described. If so, list them in
order in the spaces provicied:. If there are more than four. pupils who fit a
particular paragraph, list only 'the four who best fit it. You may haye less

than four to list for one or more of the paragraphs, and you may list Any
pupil under more than one paragraph.

A child who is AGGRESSIVE commits one or more of the following kinds of
acts with relative frequency: hitting, punching, kicking, slapping, striking
with hands or objects; throwing objects at others; pulling hair; disturbing
others' boOks, desk, etc.; destroying another's proPerty. If there were
.pupils in your room this year whom you consider particularly AGGRESSIVE, list
them below in order.

Most aggressive

Second most aggressive

Third most aggressive

Fuufth most aggressive

.
A child who is VERBALLY DISRUPTIVE' commits one or more of the following

kinds of acts with relative frequency: talks toothers when not permitted;
interrupts teacher; interrupts other pupils recitations; calls teacher's
name to get attention; laughs, coughs, etc., to get attention;: makes frequent

"wise cracks" in class. If there were pupils in your room this year whom you
consider particularly VERBALLY DISRUPTIVE, list them .below in order.

Most verbally disruptive

Second most verbally disruptive.

Third most verbally disruptive

Fourth most verbally disruptive

B-3
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Room Rating Form - 2

.

A child who is SOCIALLY INSECURE commitS''-d4e or more of the following kinds
of acts with relative frequency: speaks in a very soft voice; avoids playing
with other pupils; speakS-in halting voide; keeps to self; contributes to class
Only when called upon; remains in seat morethan most pupils; avoids being first
at anything; shirks from notice. If there Were pupils in your room this year
whom you consider particularly:SOCIALLY INSECURE, list them below in order.

Most socially insecure

Second most socially insecure

Third most socially insecure

Fourth most socially insecure

A child who iS.BEHAVIORALLY DISRUPTIVE ,commits one or more of the following
:kinds of a'cts with relative frequency: 'gets out of seat without permission; runs
and/or.jumps around the classroom and halls; rucks seat; taps pencil; .drops boOks;
_plays with objects during study periods; picks up books, etc., of other pupils;
touches other pupils' desks., If there were pupils in your roomHthis year whom
you consider particul.arly BEHAVIORALLY DISRUPTIVE; list them below in order.

Most behaviorally disruptive
-

Second Most behaviorally disruptive

Third most behaViorally disruptive.

Fourth most behaviorally disruptive

A child who has LOW SELF-ESTEEM commits one or more of the followin kinds

of acts with relative frequency: professes inability to do' assi'gnments; fails

to undertake assigned work; expresses'self-criticiSm; avoids competitive
sitUations; avoids responding to the teacher's questionS; turns in assignments
late; takes more time to amswer question than most other pupils; expresses'

Satisfaction with*poor'performance. If there were pupils in your room this

year whom you consider to have par6:cularly LOW SELF-ESTEEM,. list 'them be1oW

in order.

Lowest,in self-esteem

Second lowest in self-esteem

7 Third lowest in Self-eteem

Fourth lowest in,self-esieem

7,

3 0



Room. Rating Form -

A child who is EMOTIONALLY OVER-REACTIVE commits one-or more of the
following lcinds of acts with relative frequency: cries; soils clothes;
loses temper; throws things (not mecessarily at people); destroys things;
over reacts to criticism; shouts at others; accuses Other's when anything
'goes wrong. If there were pup-ias in your room this year whom you. consider
particularly EMOTIONALLY OVER-REACTIVE, list them below in order.

Most emotionally over-reactive
41.

Second most emotionally- over- reactive

Third most emotionally over-reactive

Fourth most emotionally over-reactive

a

e.

u 31
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APPENDIX C .

DOTHAN CITY SCHQOLS
Observer'.Data Form
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APPENDIX D

.Table 1
Descriptive StatisticS for Student Sample
with First and Third Observational Data

Table 2
Population of ExperiMental and Control Students
Observed during the Pir'st and Third:Sessions

by School and Grade
yiY

'Table 3 6

Frequency of Students Observed by School,
ObserVer, Gradeievel, Experimental Condition

and Observatipn Period

34
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Table 3

FREQUENCY OF STUDENTS OBSERVED BY SCHOOL, OBSERVER,
GRADE. LEVEL, EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION AND OBSERVATION PERIOD

OBSERVER

Heard
.Heard

Wilson St. 3

Wilson St. 4

Cloverdale 5

Cloverdale 6

Selma '7-

Selma 8

(Not assigned) 9

Montana 10

Girard 11

Girard 12

Lake St: 13

`FIRST GRADE
Complete 1st Obs.

Data - Only

0

3

3

4

0

2

1

s-
o

0

1 1

(Not 14assigned)-

Highlands 15

(Not assigned) 16.

Grandview 17 0 0

Grandview o

Southside:. 19, 4 ;".

Southside 20, 0 0

E. Highlands 21_ 0 I

(Not assigned).22

Rose 11111 23 0 5

Rose Hill 24 0 0a

Stringer 25 5 0

Striger 26 0 5

Totals. 41 24

D-3

SECOND GRADE
Complete Data First Obs. Only

Exp. Cont. Alt. Exp. Cont. Alt.

LS

3

0

1

0
0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

5 e 0

0 0 0

4

0

0

0

1 4

0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0
0 .0 0

.297 18 0

0 0

0

o
0

0 0

0

5. 0

0

8 8

-0

0



OBSERVER

Table 3 (Continued).

THIRD .GRADE

Exp.Cont.Alt: .Exp.Cont.Art.

Heard I.I 2 3 0

Heard 2. 0 0 0

Wilson SI. 3 2 3

Wilson St.

Cloverdale 5

Cloverdale 6

-Selma-,

Selma '

0

7 0

8' I 4

(Not;essigned) 9

Montana . 10

Girard
Girard

Lake St.

11 4
12 0 0

13 1 1

0

0

0

(Not.assigned) 14

Highlands 15

(Not assigned) 16'

Grandview 171 0 0

Grandview .18

Southside 19

Southside 20

0

0

E. Highlands 21 0 0

(Not assigned) 22

Rose Hill 23 0 0

Rose Hill .24 0 0 0

0
0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0

4

'0

0

0 0

0 0 0

1 0

0 0

0 0'

0 1 0

0 0

0 0 0_

2 0
2 0 \

Stringer 25 0 0 0 0 0 0

Stringer 26 0 0 0 5 0 0

Totals 29 21 2 15 7 0

D-3'(a)

3 8'

FOURTH GRADE
Exp.ContiAlt. Exp,Cont,Alt.

2

I 3

0
3

0
0

3

0 0

8 1 0

0 0 0

0 0 0.

0

0 .."4.1"

2 3 0

4 1 0
2 3

0 0

1 4 0

0 0 0

/

42 28 6

0 0 0
0 0

0 0 0
0

4

0

0

0

0 0 0

0 0

'0' 0 0

0 0

0 2 0

0 0

0

5 0

13 5 2

0

0

0

0

1 2.

0 0



OBSERVER

Heard,
Heard

'Table 3 (Continued)

FIFTH GRADE
Exp. Cont.Alt. Exp.Cont.Alt.

Wilson St. 3 0 0

Wilson St. 4 2 1

Cloverdale 5 1 4 4

Cloverdale

Selma
Selma

(Not assigned) 9

Montana 10

Girard 11

Girard 12

Lake St. 13

(Not assigned) 14

Highlands 15
0

(Not assigned) 16

Grandview 17.
Grandview 18

Southside 19

" Southside 20

E. Highlands ,21

(Not assigned) 22

Rose Hill 23

Roe Hill 24

Stringer
Stringer

Totals

25

26

0

0

0

0

0 0 0

1 1

4 0

3 0 0

0 , 0 0

0

0

0, 0

0

0

1

D-3(b)

8 9

SIXTH GRADE
Exp.Cont.Alt. Exp.Cont.Alt.

3

0

1 1 0

4 ,:1 0

0 0

3 2

3

1 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0

0 0 0

0 0

4

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0.

0

., 1 3

0 0

13 4

0 0

.0 0

0 0 0

f..

0 0 '0

0 0 0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0, 0

2 3 0

12 7 0

,....,,-,

....

N = 433. '_,;,',0-


